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Foreword
The OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) has recognised that international co-operation and development assistance in relation to forced displacement, refugees, and migration need greater attention. In 2016, the DAC formed a Temporary Working Group on Refugees and Migration.
This working paper is a case study on Afghanistan as a refugee country of origin. The case study looks at whole-of-government efforts by OECD member countries in Afghanistan, specifically looking at how states have co-ordinated development, diplomatic and defense resources in a refugee country of origin. The case study also examines efforts by the international community to promote stability and state building objectives. The case study was undertaken as part of a wider research project on learning from evaluations to improve responses to situations of forced displacement.
The study, Responding to Refugee Crises in Developing Countries: What Can We Learn From Evaluations? provides evidence from evaluations to feed into guidance on better programming that is being developed through the DAC Temporary Working Group. The main paper and three accompanying case studies draw on evaluation findings to highlight some of the key lessons and recommendations for positive change going forward. The main paper and three case studies (Afghanistan, South Sudan and Ethiopia/Uganda) can be found at: www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/evaluating-refugee-migration.htm. International efforts in Afghanistan: Lessons from a whole-of-government response and the creation of Provincial Reconstruction Teams
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Afghanistan is one of the top countries of origin in today's refugee crisis. According to UNHCR, Afghanistan is currently the second country of origin, with the Afghan refugee population estimated at 2.7 million at the end of 2015.
1 Afghanistan has been a major country of origin for over 30 years and for most of this time was the country with the largest refugee population worldwide. 2 According to some reports, an estimated 75% of Afghans are thought to have experienced some form of displacement at least once in their lifetimes.
3 Afghans made up 20% of the more than one million arrivals by sea and by air into Europe in 2015. 4 The intensified flow of forcibly displaced Afghans is related to sharp increases in violence. Despite more than 15 years of large-scale international efforts in Afghanistan, the country remains marred by weak rule of law, political fragility and persistent insecurity -circumstances that are likely to continue to discourage many Afghan refugees and migrants abroad to return home voluntarily.
5 In 2015-16, the number of Afghans moving to Afghanistan from Pakistan and Iran increased sharply, but most of these did not "return" voluntarily.
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This large influx, when added to the more than one million internally displaced Afghans, may worsen the political, social and economic conditions in the country (see Figure 1 ).
7 UNHCR in particular has raised concerns about the pace of returns in 2016 and has said it "does not promote refugee returns to Afghanistan given the enduring conflict in different parts of the country and its limited absorption capacity". This case study looks at efforts by the international community to address the root causes of conflict and help promote stability and state building objectives in Afghanistan since 2001. Many of these efforts drew upon OECD member countries' military, diplomatic and development resources. The aim of this case study is to look at the use of whole-of-government approaches in a major refugee country of origin.
Afghanistan has been among the top recipients of official development assistance (ODA) in the last 15 years, and currently tops the list of ODA recipient countries, according to the most recent figures. 9 International actors reportedly have spent over USD 130 billion in Afghanistan since 2002 including on security, governance and development, civilian operations, counter-narcotic initiatives and humanitarian aid.
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The United States has provided approximately USD 115 billion of this total (see Figure 3) . 11 In July 2016, at a summit in Warsaw, NATO nations committed USD 5 billion a year to fund Afghan forces until 2020 and agreed to maintain current troop numbers. Donors also pledged an additional USD 15.2 billion for Afghanistan for four years at a donors' conference in Brussels on 5 October 2016, with the European Union pledging EUR 1.2 billion.
12 The donors' actions came days after the EU signed an agreement with Afghanistan, on 2 October 2016, regarding the return of Afghan citizens denied the right to stay in the EU. This "Joint Way Forward on migration issues" was agreed following intense negotiations between the EU and the government of Afghanistan.
13 Bilateral agreements then followed between Germany and Afghanistan and between Finland, Sweden and Afghanistan (although the Afghanistan National Assembly subsequently rejected the agreement with Sweden).
14 Figures 2, 3 and 4 provide more detail on spending by international actors in Afghanistan. 16 Other countries including Australia, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Romania, Korea, Spain, Sweden, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom and Turkey went on to lead or contribute personnel to PRTs in Afghanistan, to bring together their development, diplomatic, defence and other actors. Over the years, there has been much debate around the application of whole-of-government and 3D approaches as operationalised in Afghanistan with the creation of PRTs.
Evaluations of whole-of-government programmes in Afghanistan and other fragile contexts specifically questioned the efficacy of the PRTs.
17 A 2013 analysis conducted by the Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS), which drew on dozens of evaluations that had been commissioned by major donors, noted that many donor governments faced challenges because civil and military entities operating in the same spaces had divergent interests, differing approaches and high transaction costs.
18 There were often "interdepartmental cultural clashes and personality differences" 19 which undermined the PRT's effectiveness. 20 The study cited evaluations to suggest that the whole-of-government approach as applied in Afghanistan may have put greater emphasis on "particular security-political aims" than on development priorities and good practices such as the "do no harm" principle, and at times tested the boundaries around the definitions of ODA. Furthermore, there is some evidence that the PRTs were replicating activities traditionally done by humanitarian organisations and NGOs. 22 A 2007 evaluation of Finnish aid to Afghanistan found that the development tasks of the PRTs "have not been well-prepared or coordinated with the national priorities of Afghanistan. There is also reason to believe that the cost-effectiveness is low as military deployment itself is expensive". 23 The DIIS study and other evaluations reviewed as a part of this research also suggested that many of the PRTs deliberately blurred civil-military boundaries and frequently implemented short-term reconstruction projects that evaluators have since labelled as unsustainable. 24 More worrisome still is the finding of a 2012 evaluation of Denmark's development support to Afghanistan, conducted by the Evaluation Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, which looked specifically at education assistance.
In areas where the international military and PRT provide educational assistance, often playing a significant role in rehabilitating critically needed infrastructure which Government has been unable to deliver, schools may be more vulnerable to attack, precisely because they have been constructed by foreign forces.
International donors and aid partners have provided much support to education over the past 10 years. However, where this has been channelled through direct partnerships outside the Afghan Government it has thereby compromised state capacity and missed the opportunity to increase legitimacy. To this extent it has failed to address the conflict dynamics outlined and reduced its assistance to the Afghan State.
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A 2016 evaluation analysed the totality of Norway's engagement in Afghanistan from 2001-14 including the PRT led by Norway in Faryab province, joint intelligence activities including Norwegian intelligence's role in the Afghan Crisis Response Unit, and Norwegian diplomatic efforts to promote a political solution. Its findings were consistent with the overall conclusions of the Danish government's evaluation. The Norway evaluation found that international actors had a limited understanding of local conditions, culture and local conflict dynamics. It also found that the international coalition prioritised short-term security goals, often thereby increasing corruption and abuse, through activities and operations that were at times internally inconsistent or contradictory. 26 The Norwegian evaluation concluded that state-building efforts based on large-scale military efforts, large international resource flows and weak existing state institutions are difficult.
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A 2015 evaluation of Canada's efforts in Afghanistan echoed some of these concerns: "understanding the political economy and main drivers of conflict and fragility received relatively little attention in Canada's Afghanistan Development Program, but Canada was not exceptional in this regard." 28 The situation improved to some degree with changes made to Canada's whole-of-government approach in 2011 following the withdrawal of Canadian troops from Kandahar, but the evaluation found that "understanding remained incomplete. The principles for engagement in fragile and conflict-affected states call for a thorough understanding of the context, including the conflict. In practice, the international community, Canada included, was more focused on implementation."
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Internally displaced person in Herat settlements, Afghanistan.
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The PRT approach in Afghanistan also reflects an overall trend of increasing politicisation of aid, with countries directing ODA funds to areas where their militaries are also deployed. 30 Humanitarian actors have been highly vocal in their opposition to military actors taking on development and humanitarian objectives, arguing that such actions lead to the reduction of "humanitarian space" and directly violate key humanitarian principles such as neutrality and impartiality that for decades have formed the bedrock of humanitarian action. Canada's 2015 evaluation, for example, bluntly acknowledged this concern and considered it an unintended consequence: "The 'blurring' of lines related to the politicization and militarization of humanitarian assistance has led to a reduction of humanitarian space in Afghanistan. Humanitarian actors have been unable to secure access to all parts of the country."
31 Similarly, an interagency assessment by USAID in 2006 said that early on, "the lack of explicit guidance led to confusion about civilian and military roles in the U.S. led PRT."
32 There have been notable efforts to establish civil-military guidelines (such as those agreed by the UN Assistance Mission in Afghanistan and by ISAF), but the impacts of these initiatives are unclear. 33 Meanwhile some countries, such as Norway, made conscious decisions to keep clearer divisions between military and civilian activities in an effort to safeguard development projects. 34 Another good practice that emerges from reports is Australia's establishment of a statement of "principles and protocols" for its whole-of-government response in Afghanistan. The statement of principles helped the Australian government establish guidelines for civilian and military collaboration and clarified issues of chain of command and reporting requirements. 35 Australia's lessons learned on its whole-of-government experience in Afghanistan noted that such guidelines and principles need to be established from the onset for future interventions and that the protocols should aim to "define the working relationships and responsibilities and expectations of the different services and agencies, and be as clear as possible on the chain of command and management responsibilities of the respective agencies in the field." 36 The 2016 Australian evaluation recommended that the principles and protocols be reviewed annually and adjusted as needed.
Efforts by international actors in fragile and conflict-affected countries like Afghanistan have often started from the assumption that joining development, defence and diplomatic actors through joint programming and focusing on quick wins will help reinforce support for the state as a legitimate actor (i.e. by helping to eliminate "ungoverned spaces"), improve governance and help lead to stability. 37 Evaluation evidence from Afghanistan suggests that international actors' efforts may have actually undermined the population's support for the government of Afghanistan in some cases. 38 Laudably, the US government has shown a strong interest in learning and has created a well-funded monitoring and evaluation project in Afghanistan to learn from interventions and programmes designed to promote stability and resilience at district and village level. The USD 21 million project, known as the USAID/Afghanistan Measuring Impact of Stabilization Initiative (MISTI), is "the largest and most comprehensive trends analysis and impact evaluation of stabilization interventions that the U.S. Government has ever undertaken". 39 Research for the MISTI project involved a perceptions survey with more than 190 000 household interviews in Afghanistan and an impact evaluation looking at the effects of the projects' activities on stability indicators. The MISTI project yielded an enormous set of data for analysis. Some of the data have led to findings that challenge assumptions underlying international stabilisation efforts. For example, the Wave-5 MISTI report and impact evaluation, found that overall stability and resilience trend lines across the 55 Afghan districts being monitored as part of the project were largely flat (see Figure 5) , thereby questioning if the activities had the desired results in terms of increasing stability and resilience over time. More surprisingly, the MISTI impact evaluation found that stabilisation activities actually decreased stability in villages where projects were implemented in some of the time periods being assessed, although in previous waves of the study (earlier periods) the impacts had been positive. 41 The report attributed this in part to internal factors such as the frustrations of Afghan villagers and their high expectations, and in part to external factors such as the withdrawal of ISAF forces. It also highlighted the persistent "divisions between traditional leadership and formal government institutions". 42 There were other unexpected and nuanced findings. For instance, the report found that "stabilization programming actually had the perverse effect of increasing support for the Taliban in Taliban controlled villages". 43 This worrisome finding led to the recommendation that "interventions should not be implemented in areas that are controlled by the Taliban because doing so helps the Taliban win hearts and minds". 44 The report also suggested that "combining soft and hard interventions had the most positive impacts", but that "violence increased in the short term after stabilization interventions". 45 According to the report, "this finding provides clear evidence that the Taliban and other AOGs [armed opposition groups] target villages because of stabilization interventions".
46
The MISTI Wave 5 report also discussed trends in four of the components of stability and resilience that the project monitored: local governance, community cohesion, government capacity and quality of life. 47 The report found that stabilisation programming had reduced support for the Taliban up until March-May 2014, but noted an unexpected increase in support for the Taliban in the June-November 2014 reporting period.
Among its other interesting findings were these:
• "Soft stabilization programming should include literacy and empower women (e.g. vocational training) because these types of activities have the greatest impact on reducing support for the Taliban and other anti-government elements."
• "Programming focused solely on boosting incomes in the short term, such as cash for work activities, should not be implemented because of the risk of increasing support for the Taliban. Overall, MISTI, which is the largest US government-funded project ever to monitor the impact of stabilisation programming, raises a number of questions about many of the principal assumptions underlying stabilisation interventions' programme logics and rationales.
Other evaluations have also suggested that international assistance may have had destabilising effects in Afghanistan, despite short-term achievements. The 2015 evaluation of Canada's Afghanistan Development programme, for example, found:
There was evidence of unintended impacts of the aid provided by the international community in Afghanistan -both destabilizing effects, including the shrinking of humanitarian space, and stabilizing effects, especially in urban environments where access to health and education facilities increased. With the benefit of hindsight, it can be concluded that sustainability of development results -in particular, building the necessary capacity and local ownershiprequires more time than foreseen in military stabilization theories.
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Experiences from the PRT approach in Afghanistan therefore question the underlying logic that is still commonly heard in policy debates about links between quick-win development activities and long-term stabilisation.
Additionally, there are some serious concerns about the sustainability of programmes in Afghanistan that sidestepped local authorities. 50 A meta-evaluation of USAID projects from 2010-15 found that despite the cross-cutting US government policy to promote Afghan leadership and ownership to help ensure that Afghans take the lead role in development, this had often not happened in practice. Specifically the meta-evaluation found that:
[S]everal of the USAID projects did little to involve local or ministerial counterparts in project planning or implementation. This may have been the case because, in previous years, USAID focused on delivering services to the public as soon as possible for stabilization purposes. Some projects may have knowingly sidelined Afghan ministries and other counterparts because of their limited capacity at the time.
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Evaluations and lessons learned documents on US engagement in Afghanistan have found repeatedly that efforts to show short-term results, with the belief that quick results will help stabilisation, have undermined long-term development planning, often by side-lining key Afghan interlocutors. The 2014 USAID MISTI program evaluation suggested that US government-sponsored aid projects in Afghanistan may have had unintended negative effects when large inflows of funds were quickly spent ("pushes for programming") without due regard for the often limited absorptive capacity of local institutions, with concerns about potentially fuelling corruption and "a heightened risk of doing more harm than good". 52 A 2009 USAID evaluation of corruption in Afghanistan found:
Afghans believe that international assistance is also corrupt, due to inefficiencies in high-cost delivery through international organizations, NGOs, and firms. Afghan perceptions of international "corruption" criticize the high pay and overheads for NGOs, contractors, consultants, and advisors as a form of corruption, irrespective of whether or not the applicable rules were followed in IC [international community] contracting. For its part, the Afghan government views much aid as corrupt simply because the resources are channelled outside the national budget and outside of their control.
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Concerns about corruption were also raised in the Australian Civil-Military Centre lessons learned report on its whole-of-government approach. The report noted that it was not necessarily clear in Afghanistan who had the mandate and capacity to co-ordinate international efforts, but that the Afghan government was able to approve the Afghanistan National Development Strategy in 2008 that outlined a strategy for security, governance, economic growth and poverty reduction. 54 A key feature of the strategy was the "preference for aid to be channelled through the central government rather than directed to provinces to the interests of donors". 55 However, the Australian report found, "at the same time, military forces were spending enormous sums of money on local roads, bridges and so on, which were outside the purview of normal aid processes. Indeed national government has a great difficulty in determining how much was being spent, and on what, by their forces. Not surprisingly, corruption amongst local government officials and power brokers became an issue".
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There is strong evidence that international efforts in Afghanistan failed to effectively combat corruption and may have further fuelled it. A 2016 report on corruption by the US Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) looked at US government (Department of Defense, State Department, Department of Justice and USAID) efforts to combat corruption. The report identified five main findings:
1. Corruption undermined the U.S. mission in Afghanistan by fuelling grievances against the Afghan government and channelling material support to the insurgency.
2. The United States contributed to the growth of corruption by injecting tens of billions of dollars into the Afghan economy, using flawed oversight and contracting practices, and partnering with malign powerbrokers.
3. The U.S. government was slow to recognize the magnitude of the problem, the role of corrupt patronage networks, the ways in which corruption threatened core U.S. goals, and that certain U.S. policies and practices exacerbated the problem.
4. Even when the United States acknowledged corruption as a strategic threat, security and political goals consistently trumped strong anticorruption actions.
5. Where the United States sought to combat corruption, its efforts saw only limited success in the absence of sustained Afghan and U.S. political commitment.
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Furthermore, a number of well-funded programmes and projects in Afghanistan have failed to show uptake and continued development benefit, with evaluations often citing low sustainability. A 2013 lessons learned report for USAID on Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan during the 2009-12 period found that "billions of dollars" were spent in this period through the US military's Commander's Emergency Response Program (CERP) and donor development programmes "with little reflection on decades of experience showing the critical link between local buy-in, institutional absorptive capacity, sustainability, and/or lasting development impact of the projects". The Canadian effort in Afghanistan similarly concluded that "while constructive steps were taken to link relief, reconstruction and development, including by giving the Afghanistan Program direct responsibility for humanitarian response, in practice there was limited success in doing so".
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Overall, evaluative evidence and lessons learned processes have questioned the assumption that bringing together development, defence and diplomatic actors in multi-disciplinary teams, structured as the PRTs were in Afghanistan, will necessarily result in enhanced security gains and better long-term outcomes. They highlighted issues over "turf wars" for control and resources; conflicting interests and organisational cultures; and a persistent lack of long-term development planning that was likely related, in part, to the political attention focused on visible, short-term results. This is not to suggest that ODA cannot play an important role in supporting countries' transitions out of violence and conflict, but does suggest that operational models to implement whole-of-government approaches may need more work. There is some limited evidence that the efforts of PRTs and actions of joint military-development teams may be more effective when they focus on security sector reform rather than on assistance projects. 60 The international community would do well to heed lessons from the Afghan context so as not to repeat similar errors in other fragile and conflict-affected contexts, many of which are among the main countries of origin in today's refugee crisis.
People from Ghor and Badghis provinces displaced by fighting between Taliban and government forces sit near their homes at Minarets Informal Settlement in Herat, Afghanistan. © UNHCR/Jim Huylebroek Understandably, there is considerable emphasis within the international development community on finding ways to reduce international refugee flows and to further lessen the displacement of people due to protracted crises. There is great attention on approaches designed to address the underlying drivers of conflict in countries such as Afghanistan, Syria, Iraq, Libya and South Sudan -countries where many refugees are forced to flee. This case study shows that international efforts to address the underlying causes of conflict in Afghanistan have not been as successful as initially hoped. The ramifications of these findings are important, given the significant amount of money that the international community has been spending in efforts to stabilise and reduce conflict in Afghanistan. Ultimately, the security conditions in Afghanistan have not improved to the extent that would allow Afghan refugees to return and ensure they would not face further violence. Experiences in Afghanistan suggest that, as of yet, there are no 'silver bullet' methods to achieve stabilization through combined military, diplomatic and development efforts to effectively prevent further displacement and reduce refugee outflows from unstable contexts. The notion that it is possible to establish meaningful coherence among a number of contradictory goals may unintentionally enable those who are politically responsible to refrain from making clear strategic choices. Instead of having to prioritise and choose between different goals -and resources and methods -the coherence agenda promises that -if only we get our act together -it is possible to pursue many goals at the same time. Perhaps, it was this form of 'strategy' that failed in Afghanistan? […] Based on the experience of Afghanistan this study suggests that future stabilisation interventions should take their starting point in the local context and from there seek to outline a possible political process that can lead the country away from fragility and towards stability. Only on the basis of such an analysis can meaningful decisions be made about the specific combination of international instruments and the degree to which these instruments need to go hand-in-hand in the field in order to succeed. The nexus between security and development does not only imply that lasting peace cannot be achieved without development; it also indicates that sustainable development cannot be pursued in the midst of ongoing war. 
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